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During the last two years, ^ew.^'rkf State 
considerable progress toward opening i.ts govetiment to public 
inspection. This report di^scusses New York ^s; open-r^cords^law and;^^^ t^^^ 
creation of the Ccnimittee od Public Access io Records, a droji^^^f^^ 
individuals who "interpret the law, oversee its implementf^tion/ s^^^^^^ 
establish procedures, and propdse revisions. V Keseaj:ch>.i^:to t^ie laws 
of other states reveals that the New Y6rk committee is tl^e only one ^ 
of its kind in thd nation- The history of access in. Netir, ,York, the 



and actions of the Committee on Public Accesi 



.^ases 
and 



undei?f 



formatic- . 

the new X^w, criticism of the Fre^doa of Informati'on^ L< _ 
proposed Revision cf the Freedom of Information^and Jpen Meetings 
l^wsafe^iscuised, An appendix provides the text of ^^rticle $ix of . 
the Freedom cf Information Law. (KS) - - * ' L • •i'v^ 
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ilili r^rt' was wrltteli by Rfe^ERrj. 'HERNAfJ; an 
;MA. candidate in the Scliool of ^ronm^tism. » 



Nation^] distaste for conduct of the governm^t over 
the last decade fueled a movement toward greater 
openness in tF^e public affairs of th^ country^ Revelations 
, of government corruption, illegal spying, and unauthorized 
(•./L^forcifln wurs aided passage in 1974 of the amendments to 
f: ;i^Bii5' lederaF Freedom of Information Act. This trend 
- '^ reached (UY, Times, 5-U -74) state government, too, and 
^ in NMy Ybrk, aided passage of a Freedom of "Information 

Law Vnodeled . after the federal statute. ^ ■ 
. TTuisz-New York has a comprehensive access-to- records 
law for the first time. Previous, statutes were fraught with 
ambiguity 'and did not apply to records of ' IcJcal govern- 
mentaf^bodies and agencies.' The New York law. gives ac^ 
c^sstip"^ certain recordjs at both the state and local levels. 
^ V in many ways,, the law 

represents a! beg^ining-. for greater accouptability in gov- 
erhment. It also' contatihs. an innoyajive proyision est^blish- 
^ ing a comniittee to interpret the law, pversee its imple- 
'mentation!, establish* procedures ai^ propose revisions. 

Freedom of irifprmatjon. in th/ state has -4 background 
of being frustrated ijy p<werful : governmental interests. 
« Through the 1^60s^^ severaK fills to open agency books 
f were proposed .^nd subsequently killed in the legislature. 
^ .^e' statute contains many ambiguities anb^ has no \ 
pfoyi^ion for general* disclosure. Instead, 'it^lists records 
*which aire to bc^ made available. There are proposals to 
^aniend it to continue the trend in; the state toward open' 
' governments V 

• /Summoty ef ihm law ' . ' ^ 

' The New.Ydrk law, while patterned aftrf the federal 
free^m of InforpiatiOn Act, contains a number of novel 
prpvisiops.v*Chief among these is the^establishment of a 
(^c^ipktee on 'Pu1}lic Access to Records. Unlike thb fed- 
;^'.eral'law*and dther state cpdes. that define procedures for 
' availability '.of cjocumepts, the New York Fbl law gives 

* the comihikee ^^bstantial statutory authority to issue regu^ 
latibni for use ' of records and implementation of the 

V statute.? * / / 



Th<>- committee comprises seven members: -three gov- 
ernment," officers: and four gubefnatprfal, appointees, of 
which two mijst be niembers of the media. Exc^t for the 
' charter members who kfcrve staggered tenures, nil ap- 
pointees win servcl^j^r-year tbrms. • 

' Three vmaih c^ilperns' of the commiKee a re< specified: 
^ advising agencies/ and municipaliticSv 'through guidelines, 
opinions, and. regijlations on the aCt; i^commending 
furthei /changes* in the law; and issuing rules and ^guide-* 
lines for agencies to •follow in making, information avail- , 
able. In regard to this last provision, the act 4ist& a num- 
' ber^^of specific matters that the committee must issue 
guidelirtes f(Sr, These include the times ancf places records 
are available; persons 'responsible for -divulging records; 
fees for copying; and procedures foc i requesting docu- 
ments. 'The statute also requires, the copimittee to issue 
rules for the maintenance pf a list of any 'records fifed, in- 
•cluding identifying information, affer Septi J,vl974.2 ^ 
While open records laws in many mother %tates . also^ 
contain .sections- ^feguarding individual privacy, the New 
York law gives ihc^ Committee; oft Pul^lic Access the au-* 
thority to make rule)s to this end. A nurnbcr of^c;ntics coo- > 
tend this is equivalent to putting a y/o\{ in charge of 
guarding the chicken coop, since the committee is charged 
to expedite disclosure of informatioh! • . 

1 he 'section of the- law safeguarding pi<ivacy of in- 
dividuals ^1s so extensive that the statdle. was described 
(New York Ckw Journal, 2-18-74) by Jerome Wilson, a 
former state jsena^or and a poliffc^' reporter, as a **right 
to know^ight td privacy statute." HTie law gives the com- 
mittee authority tQ issue guidelines for ideletion df identi- ' 
fying derails in Ihe records requested {ot disclpsure.^ This 
section defines an invasion of pri^^y as including, but 
not limited to: c \{ 

. a) Disclosure of such personal matters as may have 
been sre[^rttd in confidence to the agency or muni- 
cipality and which are not relevatit ta the ordinary 
..work of the agency or municipality;* 
s b) Disclosure of employment, medical or v credit his- 
tories or personal references of applicants for' employ- 
ment, except w^en such recprds may be disclosed 
Svhen the applicant has provided a written release per- 
•pitting such disclosure; . . : 



§j|jilimary:' 




New York's open records law is unique in its pro vk> ion of a Commi'ttete on 
Public Access, a group of individuals who "interpret the law, oversee its 
implementation, establish procedures, and propose revisions." 
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c) Disclosure of items involving ||^he n^edical or per-, 
sonul records of a * client or patient in a; hospital or 
medical facility; 

d) The sale or. release of lists of names and addresses 
, in the possession of any agency or^' municipality if 

such' lists would be used for private, commercial or 
'fund-raising purposes; 

e) Disclosure of items of a^ personal, nature when dis- 
closure would result in economic or personal hardship 
to the subject pdrty and such records are not relevant 
or essential the ordinary work of the .agency or 
municipality.^ 

In the absence of any guidelines issued by thej:Qmmittee 
for deletion of materials. of a priv'ate nature from records, 
the agency must use its own discretion. 

This section detailing privacy protec^tionr is in addition 
to a list of three other Exemptions from disclosure under 
the law.*^The code says the disclosure provisions of the law 
do not apply to information Exempted from disclosure by 
statute or material conjldentially disclosed to an agency 
for the^re{[dl^tion of business, ^hich would result in an 
unfair advantage for competitors. This provision does not: 
apply to records required to be disclosed by other statutes'. 
The^ final exemption concerns part of investigatory files 
compiled for law enforcement purposes.^ 

New York is like many other slates with Fol laws, in 
that instead of. granting a broad zmthority for disclosure 
of records, as in the federal act, its cod^ contatns a list 
of records that a^ to be available to the public. Included 
are: final opinions, concurring and dissenting opinions in 
litigation; policy statements and supporting factual Sata; 
minutes of meetings and hearings; audits and supporting 
data; staff instructions and manuals; name, address, title 
and salary of government Employees, excepting law en- 
forcement officers; final determinations , and dissenting 
opinions of governing jbodies; police J^otters and booking 
records a^id any other ;documents required to be openl)y 
law.« . ' • . 

Although the law does not make a sweeping provisii 
as does the fedei^al law' that all records be open for 
use/ with certain exceptions,^ the bill's sponsor nii 
that "the list is not intiended to be exhaustive, bi 
to indicate the nature of. the documents that al 
made available.''^ . , 

The closest the For law comes to enunciajin^^ 
, ieral policy of disclosure exists ift the legSTatiVe 
preamble. This section dedares tHe necessity bf b n 
sive government in a free society,_ and states- that acci 
to information should not be hindered with secrecy. Th" 
preamble concludes vvrith the sentiment- that ; the public, 
through the news media, should have unimpadred access 
to government records. ^ ^ * % 

H>i»orv of Accf fa< N«w York 

Until passage of the ESL law, st^te rules governing 
access generally carried provisions requiring that' the appli- 
cant for records have status as a taxpayer or citizen and 
show some need or purpose foe examination of the records. 

/ In an early English case, cited in a spc^al committee 
memorandum on the history of information regulations, 
this right to know was tempered by a requirement of need 
to know.® In King v. 'Justices of Staffordshire, the court 
^ablished the ri^t of taxpay^ tp^ inspect evcry^dicu- 




mcn^ of a public nature, provided the citiz« showed 
hinJelf interest^. The state legislature incorpcrated part 
of jmis requirembnt into legislation drafted iivthe late 
fSOO.S concerning public access to records. Aa a^'ditional 
strictih-fi was added,/however, stating that taxpay<» could 
inspect Records, but "only In connection with a yvsuit 
to prevent waste by government officials:"*^ 

Section 51 of the General Municipal Law was parsed 
in 1909, to govern access to local records; it still rcquirtil^ 
that a taxpayer request the records for a suit against aii 
official. The problem with this statute i^that it fails to de- 
fine >vhat records were to be made available. Siflce there 
was no adequate definition of just what a "paper" was, 
in th^ law*s language,, courts had to define it oil a ca$e by 
case bjasis. A revision in 1973 extended the right pf access 
to registered voters.^^ r 

A court ruled in Matter of Egaff,^- "At Common Law, 
the right of inspection was given to every citizen and tax- 
payerJand it may be abridged only by explicit statutory 
en ictm^nr/* This decision extended the right of access to 
rec ords beyond la^^suits against public ofUcials. 

dni the state level. Section 66 of the Publip Officers 
Law commanded that copies of records be made available 
on request by any person. This law eliminated the re- 
quirement of status as a taxpayer or resident qr registered 
vcter for obtaining documents.^^ The problem with tj^is 
se :tion was its lack ,of definition concerning what records 
wore to 'be made available. This law merely piDvlded a 
piocedure for inspection of records once they were de- 
termine^ to contain public information. 

.ThffT^mbiguity in state laws prior to adoption of the 
F ji law surfaced in the continuing series confronta- 
tions over availability of records. There was*no one area 
if which freedom of informatida was continually thwart- 
e l. Rather, it was individ|ual instances of denial to wel- 
fare records, police records, of juveniles, public authorities 
and agencies, court instructions to juries and other docu- 
nr ents. Piecemeal arrangement of laws resulted, providing 
access to certain records, and continuing controversy in 
o her areas. / 

Ifn 1959, the New York St^ Publishers Association 
b sgan to lobby for free^isclosure of records of all kinds. 
The association propo|M (Editor & Fubiisher, 9-19-59) 
tliat the legislature pass a l^w requiring county officials to 
jblish full lists of tax-exempt property. They also sought 
anges in the criminal code to make public recordsof 
tile arrest of any person age 16 or older; an amendmrat 
tc the' Children's Court Act to allow informatipn about 
[crimes of perlons under 16 years of age to become public, 
Kcept for the names; an4 revisions in welfare laws to 
allow public examination of all municipal and state wel- 
fs re "departments. 

In i960. Governor Nelson A., Rockefeller signed 
{Editor & Publisher, 5-7-60) a bill that clarified the right 
of newsmen to Inspect public welfare records. The law 
revised a 1953 statute that governed access to the records. 
tTiC' earlier statute had embodied (Washington Fost, 
-6-2-59) the concept of^ open records, but local officials had 
been interpreting theMaw to deny access to records. . 
*' The New York. Parr sued the Tribo^ough Bridge and 
Tunnel Authority in 1960 for dlscloSure of agency records 
on contracts, pibperty purchases and outside employment 
of executives. The/authority*s refusal wds upheld by an 
apipepis court after a two-year court battle.^* 

The newspaper argued that although no specific 
iltatute existed requiring public disclosure of the ioforma- 
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tioA by the ' authority, Section 66 of the Public Officers 
. law stated 4hat the authority was a public office or agent 
of the city. The court disagreed, ruling that the authority 
did not fit that classiflcation, and was not subject to the 
Public Officers Law. 

> The de9isi6n overturned previously favorable court 
rulings that citizens had the right to inspect records and 
that the right could be abridged tonly by lawJ'^ This case, 
made it cleftr that the right of access to |tate records was 
< often ambiguous and in many instances | nonexistdkl- 
Realizing the difficulty in relying on the Public Officers 
Law, Section 66, for unimpaireci right to information, * 
legislation was introduced (New York, Times, 2-19-62)" 
into the state senate to open the records of all public 
autjiorities, but the bill died without attaining passage in 
the Assembly. A similar bill was reintroduced in* 1966 in 
4he Senate^** but k never became law. - 

The next major effort to provide a/clear legal basis for . 
freedom of information for all governmental bodies in the 
state fcame at the State's Constitujfiorial Convention in' 
f 1W7. The Convdbtion voted (New Yortc Timea, 9-21-67) 
to open the b<^s of all public 'authorities to public 
scrutiny, bu| left it to the legislature to determine the 
specifics of th^ requirement. The provision was criticized 
(Publisher^ Weekly, 10-9-67) because only the State 
Controller's office was to have the power to examine the 
records.^mid therefore,* records would riot h^ve been di- 
rectly/available to the, public. In the end, that did Hot 
matter since voters rejected (New York T^es, 11-8-67) 
the -proposed charter by a 3-1 margin, largely becai^e of 
controversy surrounding other sections. 

Legislation introduced to open the files of all govern-, 
ment agencies went down (New York Times, 9-21-67) to 
defeat during the 1967 legislative session, largely because 
of tremendous opposition, from Robert Moses, chairman 
of the Triborough Bridge anld Tunnel Authority. Moses 
had been instrqmental in killing such freedom of informa- 
tion bills in past years. Siniifar legislation was sponsored 
(Editor & Publisher, 12-9-67)' in the 1968 session, and 
again in- 1970, but did not become law. 

The FoMaw that became effective in September*, 1974, 
was the product of several years of work by tljp Asserhbly 
Committee on Governmental Operations and the Sub- 
. committee on the Right of Privacy of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. The Assembly passed the bill first in 1973, 
but it did not thefi' pass the Senate.^^ 

Reintrodi^ed in the 1974 session, the legislation gained 
(New York Times, 5^-2-74) tentative approval in thie 
Senate. When the Assembly considered the Senate ver- 
sion, it<; Assembly sponsor, Donald Taylor, opposed (New 
York Times, 5-11-74) it in Senate form, claiming k had 
too ipany loopholes. The Assembljj finally approved a 
jsligjhtly different version May 9, 1974^ containing an 
amendment deleting an exemption for arrest records ancl 
tightening the exemption for investigatory files^/The Sen- 
ate g6ve final approval Miay 10, 1974. Governor Malcolm 
•Wilson signed the bill into law May 29, 1974, and it be- 
came effective Sept. 1, 1974.>8 

•a ' ■' 

Commin— on Publtc Accw to K»cofd« . , 

Since approval of the Fol law and its implensentation/ 
the Committee on Public Access to Records has hecn 
ineeting on a monthly tsasis to carry out its responsibilities^ 
In its deliberations so far, it has organized its internal ^ 
structure and issued guidelines defining fees, procedures 
and responsibilities of governmental agencies in comply- 
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ing with the act. '^c committee also has clarified some 
ambiguous sections of the /law for agencies requesting 
guidance. Recently, it proposed a sepes of amehdmcnts to 
the 1974 Fol law and a/inc^jf\\open meetings law. 
, Thq governor appoiiit<^<if(^,.f9ur members to the com- 
mittee, as required by 1 a w/'lo supplement the three mem- 
bers that represent government agencies. The appointees 

, are (A^^-h' York Law Journal, 2-19-75): Elie Abel, com- 
mittee,* chairman and dean' of the Columbia University 
School of Journalism^ Gilbert P. Smith, editor of the 
Utica newspapers; T. Elmer Bogardus, publisher of week- 
lies in central New YorM and Robert W. Sweet, fornier 
deputy mayor of New York City. Louis R. Tomson is ihe 
executive director. ' * ^ . / 

The committee held its first meeting August 21, 1974, 
but, to the dismay of reporters^ it was closed to the public. 
Committee members expli||fred (Ndw York Times, 8-23-\ 
74) that they did hot fe^l it was ii^aopropriate for a com- 
mittee charged with fostering openness in government to 
hold a closed meeting,~because they were discussing irt- 
ternal committee structure and organization. Minutes of 
the meethig show that the committee elected Abel chair- 
man, was introduced to the committee staff, headed by 
Tomson, and considered some of the major problem^i the 
committee faced implementing the law. These areas in- 

. eluded: definition oi "records"; definition of "statement 
of policy"; statutory basis for fees; standards for unwar- 
ranted invasion of privacy; and the relationship of 'the 
Fol law to previous laws. These matters were to be re- 
viewed at their next meeting.^® , 

During its next two meetings, the committee discussed 
regulations to govern access to records, 'as directed by. the 
Fol law. The committee* declared that each agency, must 
appoint a records officer to supervise agency compliance 
with me law. That person is r^ponsible for maintaining 

'an updated master list, assisting ii^ identifying records, 
)^ locating the requested infornfation and deciding whether 
to disclose it. The regulations also demand appointment 
of a person to keep an updated p^roll list for the agency 
and releasing it as provided by the law.^o The agency 
must qriake records available during all I'egular business 
hours, and if there are no established hours, to implement 
• a written procedure for arranging inspection of the docu- 
ments requested. Requests for records shall be aiiswered 

. within five- working days of their receipt The committee 
decided thai there should be no fee charged for inspection 
and search of records and that the maximum <;opying fee 
should 25 cents. In^addition'to these requirements, the 
agency aho^must make known the location .where records 
may be inspected^and the personnel of the agency desig- 
nated to oversee their use.^^ . 

Tn a manner similar to the fedflbl law,^^ each final 
denial! for tecords can be reviewed ifjni CJivil Servfce com- 
missioti for possibleT disciplinary action.^^ In each of the 
sectidhs dealing with access to records, 'the comnr>ittee ' 
warned that their regulations are not to make information 
any more difficult to obtain than . under any previous 
agency practices. In cases where the procedures had been 
less re^rictive, e.g., where copying was less than 25 cents 
per page, the easier rules should be followed. "Any con- ^ 
flicts among laws governing access to irecords," the com- 
mittee ruled, "should/be construed in favor of the widest 
possible availabili^ of public records."^^ 

t • / - ■ 



EKLC 



FOI REPOkT NO. 340 P. -4 

NEW YORK'S ACCESS tO RECQRDS LAW . 

- The committee alf^ issued two resolutions to clarify ^ 
some ambikuous secti4Q9 of *thc law.. It ruled thnt although 
the FoIJaw says the public, through the news media,.shall 
have access to informaiipn, the intent of the law is io 
make the information available to "any person, without 
regard to status or interest/*-'^ The second resolution de- 
clared that although materral filed before the law became 
effective does not have to be 'included in the master list ^ 
of available documents, that information is subjectao the 
disclosure provisions.-^ * 

At its meeting Oct. 31, 1974, the committee heard re- 
sults of a survey conducted by theN^taff on governrnent 
compliance- with the law. About 40 pV cent of the ques- 
tionnaires mailed to all state ^nd local agencies were re- 
turned, with 80 per cent of those stating they = had changed 
their procedures to comf)ly with thfc law. Sixty per cenf 
of Ae respondents said they charged 25 cents or less for 
c ^v jrtj;. Less than 25 per cent said they charged search 
f5s?^0 per cenj^^aid they madt records, available during 
regular business hours.^'' Amendments to the laW that 
would make it easier to obtain records were approved and 
.^introduced into the legislature.' The substance of -these 
revisions — ^^and the proposed open meetings law — wi^-be 
discussed billow./ y. 

As is/evidept from the above description, the Con)- 
mittee on Public Access td Records acts as a regulatory 
agency commissioned by the legislature to promulgate^ 
rul^s. Since the legislative process is lengthy and cumber- 
some^ as is court interpretation, the committee coftcept 
allows refinements in the law to take place rather quickly. 
WUhin ihej scope of duties defined by the Fol law, the 
committee 'ha^ the force of law to issue procedures. They 
have no enforceme\at powers, however, and must rely orf 
the cbdi^ in tascs «f noncompliance*. The problems that - 
existed with the previous law, section 66 of, the Public . 
Officers Law was its ambiguity in scope and definition. 
The establishment of ther commfttee allows a flexible r^- 
pQnse to quarrels over interpretation. Tomson gave his 
VfeW on the role of the committee in an article in the 
:NfW York Law Journal Feb. 19, 1975: 

(I)n "many ways, the new law- simply codifies 
iudgemade laV as to the kinds of government 
records available. However, prior to the passage 
of the law, there existed no body, short of the 
courts, to. declare the meaniri^ of the access law,, 
or to implement its provisions: This is Uie role 
oT the •Committee on Public Access to Jtecords, 
a unique creation of the law. ' , 

One embarrassing problem of the committee is its lack 
^ of a budget. The "law establishing the committee provided 
that the appointees be reimbursed for their expenses in 
connection ^ith its work, but no appropriation was made 
for the funding of a committee stafLjBecause of lack of 
funds, many t)f the staff had been eorrpwed from other* 
st^te agencies and have been recalled. Discussions ^ith. 
Gov. Hugh Carey regarding, a budget for the group are 
... taking place.^® ^ 

There have not^yef V^en many cases seeking records 
iinder the new !aw. At a committee fAeting two wyks 
after the law Avent into effe<;tv the staff reported that tner^ 
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had bciin very little increase in demand for records from . 
state agencies,-"' Jerome Wilson, in the New York Law 
Journal wrote (2-18-7.5) of "a paucity of cases inter- 
preting the state Freedom of Information Law." 

In the earliest case, Ciralc v, 80 Pine Street Corp,,^^ 
the state Court of Appeals ruled that the Fol law would 
not abolish the common law right to confidentiality when 
it is in the public interest. The court'^s decision, rendered 
one and, one-half months before the statute took effect, 
said thnt an official must prove this public interest to the 
court, allowing /V? canjera inspection of the records if 
necessary. The court said the determination of public in- 
terest was not a function of anyone but the court, a 
reminder that the Committee on Public Access has limited 
authority. While the influence and propriety of the rule 
is questionable since the statute was not in effect at the 
time of the 'ruling, it underscores a potential area of con- 
flict in subsequent cases. 

A »more significant casef interpreting the act, Dillon v. 
Cahn,^^ clearly established the impact of the Fol law. The 
Democratic candidate for district attorney in Nassau 
County requested infol^mation from his Republican op- 
ponent in the race, • who was the incumbent, regarding 
travel expenses for his office. The request was refused, 
with the incumbent claiming that the records were con- 
fidential information,'^ntaining the .names of informants. 
The court hearing the suU declared that prior to adoption 
of the Fol law, the district attorney could declare the rec- 
ords confidential and end\the matter. The new statute, 
according to the courts 

, (E)h undated a far mhre liberal policy and philos- 
ophy in this state of \the people's right to know 
. «^ . . . Certainly if would frustrate the intent And poli- 
cy of the FreedpmjM Information Law to permit 
U "public 'offici^Mo determine what is or is not 
confidential./;. . The court, on proper application, 
is the fcorrflct fo.runi td determine the validity of 
the classifiaation.82 " \ , 

The courts in^QctQher,-i974, ordered the lo^er courts 
to review the matter cori^istfiiit with this interpretation of 
the law. The case was not pumied in the heat of the last 
weeks of the campaign. . 

In the November election, Dillon won and 
taking office launched an investigation' of Sis Republic 
predecessor's administration. -Mk charged that Cahn 
misused county funds by spending inordinate amounts of* 
money on travel eftftpenses and paying informers, 

A Freeport, N.Y., weekly newspaper brought suit 
against that village /or refusinjg to allow copying and in- 
spection of municipal payroll records. The village claimed'^ 
that the Fol law did not provide for these payroll records 
to be copied. The village mayor further claimed it was an 
unwarranted invasion of the privacy of village employees. 
In Miller v. Incorporated Village of FreeporU^^ the state 
Supreme Court ruled that although the language of the 
statute is iawkward and does not explicitly slate that pay- 
roll records are subject to inspection' and copying, the 
legislative intent of the section is that fhe payroll lists are 
open for inspection. The village has said , {Newsday, 
3-11-75) it wiU dppeai. 

Another Long Island weekly newspaper filed suit in 
the state supreme court in 1975 to prevent the city of 
Lon^^each from charging a fee to inspect city docu- 
iriems. The publisher of the paper said the city began * 
charging a fee of 50 cents for an, inspection of records 




Tftfting lets thao 15 minute^, and $1 for Inspections 
longer than 15 minutes. After the suit was filed, the city 
halted (Newsday, 5-1-74) Ihe^ fee requirement and tT^c 
suit was . withdrawn-. ' 

At a law .workshop of the ' As^iation of Towns of 
New York, one town clerk complained (Nemday, 2-11- 
75) that the new law was causing {Problems for herself 
\ and her .colleagues. She told of a fellow who came into 
her oflfce and requested a look at .9,000 dog license applir 
cations. After . she refused, her supervisor overruled her 
and allowed the inspection. Soon after, she received cdls 
from people wanting to know why there werd sampfcs 
of dog food left on their porches. Tomson, who was a4- 
dressing the workshop, told her that the law provided iTa 
basb for refusing to disclose information that is to be us^ 
for commercial purposes. ' Most participants -at the coir- 
ferencc expressed concern about the possibility of requests 
being so voluminous as to interfere' with their normal 
duties. Tomson responded, summing up the public re- 
action to the Fol law: "A lot of peoprfe have feared an 
Inundation .of requests, but our experience shows this 
just hasn't happened.'' - 

Aside from the town clerk who related the dog food 
incident, most criticism of the law ms concerned its 
flaws as an effective tool for dislodging information from 
the government. This unhappiness with the law ipcludes 
Its unclear language, lack of *a general disclosure state- 
ment instead of a list of available materials, and other 
provisions. 

* The most comprehensive criticism by an outside ob- 
server is an article cited previously, by Jerome Wilson. 
Entitled "New York's 'Grade B' Freedom of Information 
Law/' it attacks. (New York taw Journal 2-18-75) Uhe 
code as not being comprehensive enough and as lacfking the 
safeguards of the revised federal law. Wilson arj^es that 
the law presumes the information to be withheld unless 
it falls under one of the categories requiring disclosure. 
This puts tl^e burden of proof on the person seeking the 
material, rather than on the agency, as required in the 
federal law. In addition, there are exemptions listed to the 
qualified disclosure provisions. Not only is this a restricted 
right of access, but it produces gray areas, he argues, in 
which the records sought fall neither under the records to 
be 'made available, nor under the materials^x^pted 
from disclosure. Wilson also attacks the* privai^^^ctibn of 
the bill, ^claiming that exemption ( a> allovlis ^oo . much 
latitude, granting a strongs personal veto ovbi; the dis- 
closure of information. Exemption (b) couldPeasily be^ 
stretched to cover impropriety in the hiring of public em- 
ployees. The phrase attached !o most of the/provisions, 
allowing withholdi;ig InformationHhat is ''If^t relevant to 
the ordinary work of the agency oKmunicipaHty," coiiJfS 
allow too much roonv^r maneuveVihg by- o'^cials de- 
siring secrecy. The exemption for coinmericaMnformation 
might grow into a corporate right ofjprivacy law, Wilson 
wrote, because of ks broad language and the variety of 
Interpretlrfions courts could attach to the requirement of 
nondisclosure to prevent an "unfair advantage to com- 
petitors.** 

A comparison of the New Yoric Fol IsTw with the 
[federal statute highlights other potential problems* While 
feideral statute as revised provides for payment ^f fees 
1 expanses by the government if the requester wins, the 
law ^contains no sjmilaif provision:. Also missing^ under 
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the state Inw is a 'clear reduirempnt that iudjies review . i 
pnrticulnr documents to ascertain whether claimed* Qxemn- 
tibn is proper: n provisipn to 4uye FcJ rasds too'^noritv 
on the court. dockets; a provision that disclo^a6le material 
be scnarnted from exempt mutcriurif ^ssible.. The Inw 
allows for deletion of ^identifying derails to insure "personal , ' 
privacy?* but does not^mention a orocedure for dealing^'^ 
with onrtiallv exempt documentii.^he investigatory exemp- 
tion in the law seems so loosely frvctured that anry num- 
ber of claims for nondisclosure mluht bye ypheld in the 
courts. In a case under the old federal lal, , which, was 
mbrc specifically constructed than *this ejlemmion, the . 
, ^couri ruled that eveW if there were no intent iorrjof start- 
ing Inw enforcement proceeding, against persons com- 
panies, the agencies could claim exemption.^'* ' ^ 
The court ruling in C/>a/e highliithted the problem of * 
confidentiality not solved by the Fol law. Tomson ha$ 
said (New York Law Journal 2-19-75) thj^J "the Freedont 
of Information Act does not specifically eriti or continue 
tbf privilege of confidentiality." u - 

One of the law\Jbest critics is the. committee on access. * 
Charged to propose * amendments to the 1974 .actf they* 
have proposed revisions which' answer many of the objec- ' 
^ tions to the current code and make it much more similar: 
to the revised feder^al'law. . . r 

On Feb. 14,* 1975, the dommittee approved the re- 
visions, and jt Was introduced into the Assembly 'Gov- 
erhtpental Opetrations corhmittee hy Assemblyman Josedh 
F. Lis/.-v* , 

The amendments almost completely overhaul the 1974 
law; they would eliminate the list of documents to be made 
available and substitute a provision th^t all agency records. V 
should be made available for ' inspection and^Qopying, 
with nine exemptions. The exemptions include records 
that are specifically exempted by state or federal law: 
an invasion of privacy fexcept where identifying portions 
can be deleted; relate solely to labor negotiations; would|i' 
present unfair competitive advantage upon release of com- * 
mercial information; are compiled for law enforcement 
purposes, in which it would interfere with justice or dis- • 
close informants or investigative technique; endanger the 
safety of any person; are incdmplete and wduld impair « 
government functions; contain only deliberative^ material; ' 
or are examination quTbstions apd answers. 

Responsibilities of the agencies foFNmaintaining lists 
and allowing inspection of documents Witfiout any sub- 
stantial revision are included in the propoLls. But there 
is an added section specifying <the respons^ time for in- . 
formation reques^. An additional section clearly states 
that the 9ourt has authJ^ty to review rhateri^ls in camera 
and idbce de novo deteminations on {]{e class ificatlbp of 
the m^nal. Courts also^e instructed to move caa^ to 
the top of their dockets, and may a^ess^ fees aiidjug^nses 
the got^emment incurred by a petponer for in^cbniation* 
The request for documents is substantially upheld. The 
^ amendment^instnict the eourt^ to issue a written report in 
cases whefe withholding was capricious, and forwaM^ 
to the Comrfnttee (n Public Access for ah inquiry/Thc 
committee can recbmmetjkthat discipline proceedings 
be taken against the empl|9piby his superiq^. In addition 
to this provision, the authority of the •committee is^ ex 
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panded^lo inclucfe monitoring implementaHon of the act 
and pipeparing studies, and acting as a clearinghouse for 
information on access to documents. A, provision is madd 
that allows the ^ommitt^e 16 recruit Htlp.from other state , 
agencies) to accomplish its work. The committee is in- 
structed to make periodic Reports to the governor and the 
stale legislature on its activities. ^ 

According Iq a committee memorandums^ issued 
March 3, 1974, ^e revisions would make the law much 
more liberal. It Would transfer the burden of prc>of from 
the applicant to/the agency. Another major provision is 
transfer of authority fQr^promulgation of procedures- from / 
mumcipalities local legislatures/ This should trsufl inr 
th&^doption ofj uniform procedures in the regions of tha 
sla^e^The proposal also olariV^^s the policy of disclosura 
for deliberative' materials and allows such information to 
hp deleted. . 

•The committee also helped draft and submitted to the f 
same Assembly committee a proposal for New York's 
first open meeting's law. The bij[l prbvi^es that all meetings 
be opch to the^ public with exceptions for judicial or quasi- 
judicial proceisdings;, staff ^eetlngs of an agency; grand 
or petit juried; labor ndgotlittions; or any other proceed- 
ing closed by 'federal or state law. Executive sessions would 
be allowed b^ a two-thirds vote for matters that, if dis- 
closed: would endanger property or person ^fety; reveal 
the identity of Jaw enforcement agents; deprive a per- ^ 
son of a fa|r trial; reveal htigation, personal ihforma- 
tion, cTedk ratings, medical history or ''employmVnt his- ^ 
\tOry, rpatters concerning employment of dismissal. The^ 
law requires minutes'to be kept of 0|»en meetings and orior. 
notice to bcj made in the media through advertisements. 

Court action would lie used to enfoa^rcvisions of 
the proposed law. The committee on yould per- 

form the same functions it is- c))arged with under the Fol 
law. The agency has 'lhe burden of proving its actions .are 
in compliance with the bm.^^ • 

A public heiaring wa^held on the open m^tings bill 
April 16, 1975\by the Assernbly^ committee. * 

Contmittee stkff director Lloyd T. Nurick said that 
testimony oh the mil was mostly favorable, with the biggest 
controversy concerning possible inclusion of a penalty , 
provision. The bill states that violations of] the open meet- 
» ings law would result in i/jlliAcation' of the actions takeii. 
The court may also assess the body damages to (!oyer ex- 
penses and fees of persons iHing "suit to open a meeting 
if thd applicant wins.'® ^ ' ^ ~ 

. C;^mon Cause testified at the meeting that there 
. shouldDC a. penalif provision included in the bill to make 
it a misdemeiEUior or a violation to*violate tjie bill.^ 
Nurick said this suggestion was oppbs^d by so&e govem- 
ment oflficials. ^ 

Testimony on^he^FoI amendments was also heard at 
the committee iieafing, w^^ main controversy being 
the section of thg. bill giving the Committee on Public 
Access to Repords. tfai^ responsibility to investigate viola- 
tions of the law, Nurick said.^^ ; 
^ In a later interview, Nurick said that the open meeUngs 
bill easily passed ithe DeipocraticArontrolled Assembly^ 



a drastically amended form* July 12, 1075, in the clojlng 
hours of the legislative session.^i ,^ 
. The bill .took a very simple approach; jt stated that alL 
meetings are open unless a simple majority of all the' 
rnembers votes to close the session, 

^ Nurick said the Republican-controJIed iS^nate had told ' 
the sponsors of the bill tht^ they would not even consider 
the measure. ^ " ^ v • ^\ 

THe Amendments to the Fol law. never made ^ out 
of committee, because there was not a' very high priority 
placed on it by the leadership and the goveYnpr, wh^ were \ 
faced with a number of tiiiancial crises in the last weeks ^ 
of the session, r . . * i . * * 

Nurick said that both fatll§.will be reintroduced it^6 
the legislature during its next session. . ' ^ . 

Concluilont ^ \ ^ ' 

New York has made considerable progress during the; 
last two years^ toward opening its government to public 
inspectipn. • ' 

After facing years of opposition from powerful estab- 
lishments interests, a law providing access to government • 
iiiformMioh at both the state and local level is on the 
books. Despite the flaws in the Fol law and its ambiguous < 
language, it presents a starting point for further refine- 
ment of right to know legislation. Some sect iOQs'^'of the 
1974 law, most notably the es,tablishm^1S0f the Commit-, 
^ee on Public Access, present afresh idea to the difli-. 
culties of interpretii^ complex .legislation^ 
^ In fact, research, into the freedom of information 
aws of other states. I^ads this writer to conclude that the 
New York Committee on Pu'blic Access is the only one 
of its. kind in the nation. The committjee*s rulema|cing, 
'nsibilities gives U the status of a regulatory agency — 
ged V^ith overseeing other governmental* bodies. This 
hority was used as an argument agfiinst revision of the 
law in the 1.975 legislative session, Nurick said. Sdqfie 
opponents ^^w no njred for passing amendments to the 
law given the committer's statutory rulemaking powers. 

The few dourt cases decided so far iMcate that judges, 
are willing jj^ make a liberal interpretation of the law, 
based on iu legislative intent rathec^an the confusing 
lan^uaoA The judicial has shown an mclin^on to dra^ 
upon the substaiUial body of case law developed under 
Jhe feeeral Fol act. This approach has led to review of 
reouested documents in cdmera, though the 1974 law 
fai}ed4e-fnake tany such ^vision. Reference to federal 
F6r<decisions has resulted In a tendency to ^ interpret the 
tionsjo the la^ of disclosure narrowly. 
^The proposed revisions to the law, ^ which will be re- 
^itroduced next session, would make it very siniilV to the 
eder&l statute and give ^ew York one of the' stronger 
ol Jaws in the coimtiy. But aieng with its strong points * 
wmild come problems, too. For example, the federal .law 
has ,t)&d diQIculty in providi^ig a cleai^ cut definition of 
what is factual material and what is deliberative materiaL 
With such a strong law, New York would inevitably 
have to facf a conflict between right of privacy and r^ght 
to know.^But the legislature will have until next session 
to consider this clash as well as the results of the Fol 
law'i first >year of operation. • . 
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« AN ACT to.^mend the publib officers law in relation, 
to public access^ ta, records of state ai^ local agencies and/ 
to repeal section sixty-sjx of such la^V relating thereto 

The people of the State of New Vork^reppeseaitirig in 
^Senate and Assembly do enact as follows: ^ 
f Sec: Section jixty-siX of the public officers law is 
hereby repealed. \ v 

^ , Sec. 2. Article six of the .public officers law**!* here- 
by renumbered to be ,artfcle: seven and a hew article six 
is'liereby added Iher^o/in lieu thereof; to read as follows; 

). ^ ' - . ' • '-, 

; ARTICLE 6 ^ ^ 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION LAW 
p5. Legislative intent, k . 
86. Short title: / " . C 

S7APe/initions. , \ % 

83. Access to records, 
89. Severability. 

85. Legislative intent. The legislature hereby finds-, 
fhaf^a free society i!| maintain^ .when government is 
responsive Md *responsibl?^^Hhe paiblic, and when the 
public is awaiie of governmegt actios^ The more open a 
government is^ith its citizenl^, th?l^greater th^ under- 
^ standing and pa^cjpation of the pubjic in ^ government. 

As state and Rst^^l government services increase and 
public problems becoh^ more sophisticated and complex 
and therefore harder to^solve^ and with 'the resultant in- 
crease in revenues and expenditures, it is incumbent on the 
state and ^s localities to extend public accountability 
wherever and whenever feasible. 

The peopte's right to know the process of government 
decision-making and the documents and statistics leading 
to determinatipns-^ biasic to our society. Access to such 
information should tot) be thwarted by shrouding it with 
^the cloak of secrecy or confidentiality. 

The legislature' therefore declares that 'government is 
the public's b'usiness and that the public, individually and* 
collectively and represented by a free news^media, should 
have unimpaired accew^o the records of government. 

Sec^SS^^^ort tfilf^THis article shalkj>e known and 
may^ be"cited"arHhf "Freedom of Inform:ation -Law.'*^ , 
Sfcc. Sl. DefinitionA As used in this article: . 1. 
"Agency" means any state of municipal bMrd, bureau, 
commission, council, department, public auTOrity, public 
J^rporation, division, office or other governmental en- 
tity performing *a governmental gOr^ propriet;|ry function 
for the state of New York or one or more mupici^lities- 
therein. j - , ' ' 

• • •' ■ , r 
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2 ''Municipality'* or "municipal*' nican?^ or Hp refer- 
cnce to' any citv, coiinty, ' town, village, sc^oal^ :<|istrictX 
fire district, watcldistrioW sewuge dis|rict.'(jrainagb^dlifMM<|i 
, br special district estabH^ficd law for^my publib pur- 
posQ, Vv^ \ 

•Sep. 88. i^cwJ to recQtds; 1. Eagh li'^enty, '•in' a/. 
, 'tordance with Its published ^ules, shal] make a^ail-^^lc foi 
public inspection and copying: * ^ 

a. fi^al dpinionSj including concfirring anid disscntifig" 
opinions, as well- as bi;der5,' made in the adjudication of 
cases; V, ^ ^ ' * ^ 

bf. those statements of policy and interpretations which 
'have' been 'adopted by -the agency and any do(:urficnts, 
memoranda, data, or olhor materials constituting statisti- 
cal or factual tabulations ^which led to^^he fornllilation 
thereof; , " ' ^' 

. c. nninutes of meetings of the governing body, if any, 
of the agency and of public hearings held) by the agency; 
' d. internal or external audits and statistical or factual 
' tabulations made byvor for the agency; 

«. administrative staff manuals and insttuction to staff 
that affect merpbers of fhe public;*^ , t 

*T. police blotters and booking records; - . " ^ 

g. an heniized record setting forth name, address, title, 

* ah(} salary ii every officer or employee of an agency^' 
except office^ and emplgyees of the state law -enforce- 
ment 'agencies shall be compiled . by edch fiscal officer 
charged with the duty of preparing payrolls for such; 
officers ano^ucH records shall be njade availably for inr 

* spcctlon by the officer charged with the duty of«cer(ifying 
such payrolls to b6na fide members of the news media 
upon written notice. In the case of me state police and 
other law enforcement agencies, (he records shall list the 
officials or employees' titles- and ^salary j)nly, without 
identifying individual employees. Said Written noHce shall 
be made upon a form to be prescribed by the comptroller 
of the state and shall b^^a&bnable and specify w^t rec- 

' ords ve to be requested with particularity. The records 
may be inspected , under, the supervision of the partjcular 
^^scal officers' office and only .in the particular fiscal offi- 
ers^ office cuirlog regular wdrkikg hourk and regular work- 
ing, days or at such other place as mal.^g^convenient to 
the particular fiscal officers; I 

h. final determinations and dissenting opinions of ' 
members of the governing body, if any, of the agency; ami 

i. any oth^r files, records, papdn^r document^^- 
quircd by any other provision of law to be made avan- • 
able for public inspection and jcopying. ' > ^ ' 



8 



»OlIUE^itTNd>SM 
NEW YORK'S ACa 




P. 8 



TO -RECOUPS LAW 



2. ^ch a^ncy shall make and publish rules iind rcgu* 
liUionn in conformity with this article, pursuant to such^^ 
general rules as may be Issued by the committee on public 
access io records, pertaining to 4he availability, location 
and nature of such records, including, but not limited to: 
a. The times and places such '^'records aref available;' 
• *T>. The persons from whom such records Jmay be ob- 

tained: . ' . i 

^ c* The fees; to the extent authorized by this article oc 
. other statute, for copies 'pf such information; and ' ' 
d. "the procedures to be followed. 
The* governing body of a mtrnjcipality may,, make and 
publish uniform rules for any group of or all .agencies in 
that municipality. . ' . 

. 3. To prevent -an ^Unwarranted invasion of personal 
{>nvacy, the committee on public access to records may 
promulgate guidelines for the deletion of identifying de- 
tails for specified records which are to bo made available. 
In the absence of such guidelines, an agency or muni- 
,cipality may delete identifying details when it makes rec- 
ords available. An unwarranted invasion of personal pri- 
vacy includes, but shall not be 4imit6d to: * ^ 
Dis<;tosure of ^Uch personal matters as' may, have 



4Ken reported ip confldcnce to an agchcy or municipality „«,„v;.Ha..iy. i, 

and which 9re not refisvant or te^ial to the ordinary /^^^^^^ ^^j^ .^.^^^^^ jj,^^ 
work of thfe agency or mu]>MJn»ality;. • ^^j^i ^.{htn sivcii bi^ 



b. Disclosure of emajS^aient, medical, or credit his- 
tories or personal* references of applicants for employ- 
ment, except such records may be d|gg|if>sed when the ap- 

' plicant has provided a written release permitting such 
' disclosure; / , ' — 

c. 0ii^losure« of items invo)ving the medical or per- 
sonal records of a client or patient in a^ospitart or medical 
facility^ * , ; * , . 

d. Th'b sale or release of lists of names and addrbses 
ih the fx>ssession of any^ agenc^ or municipality .rf such 
lists' would be for pnvate, commercial or fund-raising 
purposes; JL ' 

e. Disclosure of items of a personal nature when dis- 
closure would result in economic or personal hardship to 
the subje<;t party and^ such ^records are not i;elevant or es- 
sential to the ordina^ work of the agency or municipal * 

t 4. Each agency or municipality shall ' maintain and 
make available for public inspection and copying^-in con- 
foniiity with iuch, regulations as may be issded\by the 
committee on public ^^/oa to records, a current list, 
reasonably detailed, by subject matter of any records 
which shall be produced, filed,, or first kept or .pr6)nul- 
^ Mted after the effective date of this article. Such list may 
^so provide identifying information as to any records in 
Mhe possession of the agency or municipality on or 



^A-sAns,^anvl, ^pon •|5ayn)ftDt of, or ofTcr to pay, 
Allowed' by luw. or rule, cilher make one or more trans- 
' crjpjhi fhe'rcfrop, and certify l6 the cocredqes^ thereof, 
jiiiidji(n siv^h^rccordrf, or certify that 1i rec- 

ififS^ubf which thAt agcncV^ls legal custodian, canQioi bo 

found r . ' ^ ^ ^ . , li^ ' r, ^ 

T.NotwIthslatiying thxTprovislons qf mibdivision one 
of this sedloh*^ this article shall not Apply. to information \ 
that\ ls; . - , \ ; > \. 

a. speciflcilly c7iemp.ted by. stMuiu , \ ^ 

• K. cohfldcntially disclOsccl ^ an i^crpcy and compiled^ 
and maintained for the reg^lltipn of commercial enter-* 
prise, including tradcf^seci^8,w for the grant or review- 
\ of a license to do busfnbss a9& if' openly 'disclosed would 
pcrmil an ifnfair Jtdvantage to co^mpctitors df t)ie subject 
enterprrse/but this exemption shall not, apply to records 
thedikclosurc or pi^blipation/of which is directed by other ^ 
statiltff ¥ . • 

C, if dis{rloscd,/dn 'unWfranled invasion of personal 
privacy, pursiiant to Jhe,^tandard« of subdivlsicin three of 
this section"; or' / *^ • 

\ dv part of invest{|^tocy*files compiled for la\y enforce- 
ment purposes.* if Ji / . bk » 

8. Ar\y party denic^d access to a rccoi'd P|r records of • 
an agjcncy oi^ municipality may appca1.*such denial to the 
head pr heads, or , an authorized rcpt^sentative,'. of the 
agenty^pr n^icipaiity. If that 'person further denies suph 

shal^beVcxplained fuUy in- 
■*^ys pf the time of such 



,cct to review in the man- 
tf^Jght of th^B^civll practica 



^appeal. Sudrdenial^halr 
ner proVidiKl in article' 
law antf rui< 

?.a. Av4cofn.mifteeo'n-piiBntr«t 
created, toAc6nsist pf thd conuni^q(ier .q/- th'e ofBaD of 
general servicn jtr . delegate wiiose^ ofl^ act^ . 

secretariat for the committee, the director otShe division, < 
' of the budget ok his deldga|e,'the\^(^mi^ioner ofi the. 

office for local goWnrmept or his d;el(Kate opd-fopr other 
, ^ persons 'M^ho are not' elated ^r appointed officials or 
' employees. of any oiher agency, 2t)>pointe(t,.\iy the govpr- , 
nor, at least two of whom*ar6 or have b(^ representa- 
tives of the news media. Of the four other' per^ns flr^t^^ 
.appointed. One shall be appointed^for a term of foui^ years, 
one for a terra of three, years, olie ,for» a'term^of two ^ 
years and one fof a term <5f one.*'y)ear.'Therea^r their, 
respective successors^shall eafett> be a^pointj^ for terigp / 
of four years. The co/nmittee shajf meet from time tcu 
tirtie to: ' • , / : * ' "-ji* ' • . \ 

J. advise^ agencicfs and fnMnicip^||ties tegardlng^ this 
article^ by means of guideline^Udvitory 6pj[nloi\s/ regiila-^.* 
tlons.or other means deemed oavi^abl^; * * ' ' \ * 
<^ iiv promulgate and issUc .1^1?* an/i regulatiori^Jii; cM 
formity. with this^article in relation; to subdivisions* two ^ 

' \m. and" four of this sectioh; arfd 
be- JT 



111. 



recommend changes in the freedoih;p( Hlfolwitioa 



fore the effective date %f this article. / X jaw in order to further the purposes of this'articfc 

*5. In addition to the requirements impo^d by sul)- V b. The four pencils appointed by the gpvj^rnor^shall ' ' 
division one 6f tlu^^ction each agency or municipality y W entitled to receiv^reimbur^metft for* actual expenses 
controlled by a*fo^d, commission or other group having y incurred ui the clii^harge of 4h^ dutick.' :. ^ Vr-x V' 



nnore than one member shall maintain and make avail-# 
able for public inspection a record of the final votes of 
each member in eivery agensv proceeding in whjcji he 
votes. ' ^ r J* 

.6. Each agency or municipality on request for iden- 
tifiable records mi^ in accordance with the published 
rules, shall make the records ^hmptly available to any 

4 ~ * 



10. Nothitig in this ^!cle shM be constriied td limit 
or abridge any existing right of access ajt law or'in eqliity 
of any party to public records kept by any agencyf or;; 
mycficipality. - ^ ' ' 

1: 89. Severability. If any provision of -th^ ^icle cgr the • 
application thereof^ to any pei^son or circumstances is / 
adjudged jjivalid by a court of" co^'npetefit jurisidictioa^ 

■V..- 
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